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Terri Rogers Cobb. SYSTEMIC CHANGE: FUNCTIONS OF THE CENTRAL OFFICE
SUPERVISOR THAT SUPPORT INCREASED ACHIEVEMENT FOR ALL STUDENTS
(Under the direction of Dr. Lynn Bradshaw). Department of Educational Leadership,
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A detailed review of the history of education documented the role of the central
office supervisor as being overlooked as a contributing factor to increased student
achievement. The emerging research warns that improvements in student achievement
will fail to reach the majority of the schools and can rarely be sustained without
substantial involvement from the central office. Utilizing a synthesis of the current
research, a theoretical framework and related survey instrument addressing current
leadership roles and responsibilities of the central office administrator in the
improvement of student achievement were developed. Principals in a large, urban
district completed the 55-item survey instrument. To further explore perceptions, a
focus group was conducted.

In order to determine internal consistency reliability, Cronbach’s Alpha or
Reliability Coefficient was computed for each of the domains on the survey. The results
of Cronbach’s Alpha Test for Reliability ranged from .706 to .855, which fell within the
adequate to good range. The total numbers, percentages, and frequency distributions
for responses on the survey instrument were calculated for each of the statements, as
well as the thematic domains. In addition, Fisher’s exact tests were conducted to
determine if there were relationships in responses for principals in schools that made
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and principals in schools that did not make AYP.

Fisher’'s exact tests examined the null hypotheses at the .05 significance level, or p <

.05.



The findings of the study supported essential functions for the central office in
improving student achievement. Furthermore, this study revealed that a statistical
relationship did not exist between the perceptions of principals in schools that met AYP
and principals of schools that did not meet AYP. The findings, implications, and

recommendations for further study are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Statement of the Problem

A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform, credited with initiating
several decades of pointed discussions about America’s public schools, stunned
educators and the public, and as a result, elevated interest in identifying strategies that
increased student achievement (Hunt, 2008). Two decades later, the enactment of the
reauthorization of the Elementary Secondary Education Act (ESEA) as the No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, Public Law 107-110 (2002), not only reminded educators of
their obligation to provide every child with an appropriate education but made it a legal
requirement as well (Berry, Darling-Hammond, Hirsch, Robinson, & Wise, 2006;
Danielson, 2006; Danielson, Doolittle & Bradley, 2007; Hunt, 2008; No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001). Even with this mandate, national trend lines starting in 2000 demonstrated
clear evidence that growth in reading and math slowed after the enactment of NCLB
(Bracey, 2008; Carbo, 2007; Duffett, Farkas, & Loveless, 2008). Reading achievement
for students on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) remained the
same and, in some cases, declined between 2001 and 2006 (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2006). While math showed a slight increase from 2001 until 2006,
the recent release of the 2009 NAEP results was framed by stagnated math scores for
fourth grade students (Cavanagh, 2009b). In addition, the achievement gap between
white and non-white students has remained unchanged, which has further shattered
hopes that schools were moving in the right direction (Ravitch, 2009).

The results have left school-based educators asking if the demands of

accountability are realistic (Fullan; 1997; Fullan, 2010(c); Goertz & Duffy, 2003; Guskey,



2007; Guzman, 2010), and researchers posing difficult questions as to whether
improvements in American public schools are even possible under the new mandates
(Dufour, Dufour, Eaker, and Karhanek, 2010; Dufour & Eaker, 1998; Finn, 1991; Fullan,
1997; Guzman, 2010; Sarason, 1990; Schlechty, 2001). These questions come as no
surprise since the best efforts to meet the mandates have only yielded modest results,
and neither top-down, side-ways, or bottom-up efforts have achieved the desired
improvements (Beck & Murphy, 1989; Dufour & Eaker; Pajak, Adamson, & Rhoades,
1998; Fullan, 2010(c); Schlechty).

Even though much has been written in the last several decades about the need
for school-based change (Arterbury, 1991; Bjork & Blasé, 2009; Blasé & Blasé, 1994,
1997; Bradley, 1995; Brown, 1990; Carr, 1988; Chapman, 1990; Darling-Hammond,
1997; David, 1996; Ellis & Fouts, 1994; Finn, 1991; Finn & Walberg, 1994; Hill & Bonan,
1991; Imber & Duke, 1984; Noel, Slate, Brown, & Tejeda-Delgado, 2008; Rose, 2007;
Weber, 1971; Weick, 1982), it has become painfully apparent that the school does not
exist in seclusion and cannot be expected to lead the charge alone (Daresh, 2004;
Hargreaves, 1997; Hatch, 2009; Honig & Copland, 2008; Le Floch, Carlson, Taylor, &
Thomsen, 2006; Markward, 2008; Protheroe, 2008; Rallis & Highsmith, 1986; Togneri &
Anderson, 2003a). The compelling evidence that schools cannot meet these mandates
in isolation, combined with the consequences of failing to meet the mandates, are too
great for districts to ignore. Leaders must pay attention to the growing research, which
warns educators that if schools are required to tackle the issues without substantial

involvement from the central office, improvements will fail to reach the majority of the



schools (Chrispeels, Burke, Johnson, & Daly, 2008; Goodlad & Oakes, 1988; Hatch;
Honig & Copland, 2008; Leverett, 2004; Pounder & Crow, 2005).

Even though educators are well aware that the accountability requirements of
NCLB placed the responsibility on the schools (Berry et al., 2006; Goertz & Duffy, 2003;
Guskey, 2007), one of the most dramatic changes may be the change in the
relationship between the central office and the school in order to increase achievement
for all students (Guskey; Larson, 2007; Odland, 2007/2008; Protheroe, 2008). In 2001,
Tirozzi reported that there were very few models of success on the district level;
however, research in the last few years shows that a small number of districts are
beginning to accept the challenge, are overcoming the fear of being perceived as top-
down leaders, and are obtaining results by recreating the relationship between the
district and the schools (Darling-Hammond & Friedlaender, 2008; Dufour, 2007;
Guskey; Honig & Copland, 2008; Johnston, 2001; Protheroe; Rorrer, Skria, &
Scheurich, 2008). As districts are choosing to undertake reform efforts through central
office led efforts, researchers caution that it will not be an easy task (Hatch, 2009; Honig
& Copland; Leverett, 2004). Systemic change will mean challenging the contrasting
research of the previous two decades, which clearly promotes the school as the source
of change.

In addition, districts will be required to overcome the negative image of the
central office supervisor created throughout history, partially as a result of the absence
of research related to the supervisor’s function within the district. As early as 1966, Ben
Harris identified research related to the central office supervisor’s behavior as a critical
need. Over forty years later, this area of research is still identified as a critical need,
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which has resulted in supervision from the central office becoming basically overlooked
as a factor in contributing to the improvement of student achievement (Chrispeels et al.,
2008; Cunningham, 1963; Grove, 2002; Pajak, 1989; Rorrer et al., 2008; Tyack, 2002;
Wimpelberg, 1987). Finn (1991) captured the widely held belief of the central office in
the following statement: “The school is the vital delivery system, the state is the policy
setter (and chief paymaster), and nothing in between is very important” (Finn, p. 246).
William Bennett, former U. S. Secretary of Education, and other colleagues, reinforced
this belief when they used “the blob” to describe the educational hierarchy because of
the difficulty in implementing organizational change that impacts student learning
(Bennett, Finn & Cribb, 1999, pp. 628-634). This notion reinforced the role of the central
office supervisor that emerged throughout history as one that is strongly identified with a
bureaucratic, ineffective, top-down approach. With extremely limited research to dispute
that accusation, the role of the central office supervisor may be the least understood
and most ill-defined position in the educational hierarchy (Glanz, 1977; Harris &
Chrispeels, 2006; Harris, 1998; Honig & Copland, 2008; Maclver & Farley-Ripple, 2008;
Pajak, 1989).

Pajak (1989) described the central office supervisor as the invisible role (pp. 179-
180). Central office supervisors have been expected to remain behind the scenes,
silently supporting the instructional efforts of teachers and principals. While supervisors
have expressed that the invisible role was necessary for moving the organization
forward, the consequence has been that supervisors have been dismissed by school-

based educators and the public as one of the critical elements for increased student



achievement (Glanz, 1977; Honig & Copland, 2008; Maclver & Farley-Ripple, 2008;
Pajak, 1989).

District leaders can easily discover that the negative picture of the central office
painted throughout history still exists in the minds of educators and the public. One
example can be seen when Leverett (2004) implied that principals and teachers on the
frontline managed to survive the changes by paying very little attention to the central
office. In addition, recent evidence of the public’s failure to recognize the important role
of the central office in the success of the school is seen in public response to budget
cuts imposed by the current economic situation. While stakeholders support funding for
education, they readily offer deep cuts in central office positions in lieu of school-based
positions, programs, and supplies (Ramquist, 2009; Reader reactions to state budget
cuts, 2009; UFT press release-reaction to budget cuts, 2009). Currently, research
related to the role of the central office is still in its infancy and very little is known about
the role of the central office in district improvement (Fullan, 1991; Harris & Chrispeels,
2006; Honig & Copland, 2008; Maclver & Farley-Ripple, 2008; Pajak et al., 1998). If the
emerging research is correct and school improvement cannot occur or be sustained
without district involvement (Honig & Copland), there is a sense of urgency in identifying
district functions that contribute to improvements in academic achievement for all
students.

Purpose of the Study

This study adds to the limited research by exploring the functions of the central
office in improving achievement for all students. Utilizing a synthesis of current
research, seven thematic domains were identified as essential functions of the central
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office in improving achievement for all students (see Figure 1: Theoretical framework for
the functions of the central office in improving student achievement). The purpose of
this study was to determine whether principals agreed or disagreed with the domains
identified within the research. This study also determined if there are relationships in
perceptions of principals in schools that met Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) under No
Child Left Behind (NCLB) and schools that did not meet AYP under NCLB. This
information is critical in identifying how the central office can best serve the schools in
increasing achievement for all students.

Overview of Methodology

Information gathered utilizing current research, ideology, and practice was
synthesized to identify the role of central office in increasing student achievement. From
this synthesis, seven thematic domains were identified. These domains were used to
form a theoretical framework for the functions of the central office in effective district
reform. This framework can be found in chapter 2, Review of the Literature.

From this framework, a survey was developed (see Appendix C: Survey for
Principals). Utilizing the survey, principals were asked their perceptions of these district
functions in improving student achievement. The difference between the perceptions of
principals representing schools that met AYP and principals representing schools that
did not meet AYP was explored for the following thematic domains found within the
theoretical framework: systemic focus, commitment to instruction, use of data to drive
decisions, investment in professional development, leadership development, optimal

use of human and financial resources, and identification of intervention strategies.



SYSTEMIC FOCUS

COMMITMENT TO INSTRUCTION

USE OF DATA TO DRIVE DECISIONS

INVESTMENT IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

OPTIMAL USE OF HUMAN AND FINANCIAL RESOURCES

IDENTIFICATION OF INTERVENTION STRATEGIES

Figure 1. Theoretical framework for the functions of the central office in

improving student achievement.




The total number of responses, related percentages, and frequency distributions
for responses to statements on the survey were calculated to determine which district
functions principals perceive as essential in increasing student achievement. A series of
seven Fisher’s Exact Tests were performed to determine if there is a relationship
between principals’ responses to the district’s role in increasing student achievement
and whether the school met AYP or did not meet AYP (see Table 1: Fisher's Exact
Tests Examining Principals Perceptions of the District’s Role in Improving Student
Achievement). After surveys were returned, participants were invited to participate in a
focus group to further explore the level of consensus among responses on the survey
(Patton, 2002).

Setting

The study was conducted in a large urban district located in the Southeast. At the
end of the twentieth day at the opening of the 2009-2010 school year, the district served
139,599 students in grades kindergarten through twelfth grade, making the district the
18™ largest school district in the nation. Eleven municipalities, as well as the
surrounding county, are within the attendance area. During the 2009-10 school year, the
district consisted of 159 schools. Included in the total number of schools are two
alternative middle schools, two non-traditional high schools, and two 9th grade centers
(Wake County Public Schools District Overview 2008-09, n.d.).

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) results. The most recent test results for the
district, the 2008-09 state mandated tests, were used to determine schools that met
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). Even though the district currently has 159 schools,
three of the schools opened during the 2009-2010 school year and were not included in
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Table 1

Fisher’s Exact Tests Examining Principals’ Perceptions of the District’s Role in Improving Student Achievement

Systemic  Commitment Investment Leadership Optimal  Identification
Focus to Development Use of of
Instruction Professional Human Intervention
Decisions Development and Strategies
Financial
Resources
Agree Agree Agree Agree
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree
Principals’ Fisher’'s Fisher’s Fisher’s Fisher’s
Perceptions Exact Test Exact Test ExactTest Exact Test Exact Test Exact Test Exact Test
-Met AYP 1.1 1.2 1.6 1.7
-Did not meet

AYP




the 2008-09 test results. Of the 156 schools, 98 schools or 62.8% made Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP).

Organization of schools. The schools are divided into seven areas supervised by
area superintendents. Area superintendents report to a chief area superintendent, who
reports directly to the superintendent.

Organization of central office. The central office is divided into six major areas,
reporting to six chief officers: (1) Chief of Staff, (2) Chief Business Officer, (3) Chief
Communications Officer, (4) Chief Facilities and Operations Officer, (5) Chief Academic
Officer, and (6) Chief Area Superintendent (see Figure 4: Central Office Organizational
Chart).

Research Questions

The study addressed the following research questions:

1. Which district functions do principals believe are essential in improving
achievement for all students: systemic focus, commitment to instruction, use
of data to drive decisions, investment in professional development, leadership
development, optimal use of human and financial resources, and identification
of intervention strategies?

2. Is there a statistical relationship between the perceptions of principals of
schools that made AYP and principals of schools that did not make AYP?

Null Hypotheses

The null hypotheses addressed principals’ perceptions regarding the district’s

role in increasing achievement for all students in each of the thematic domains within

the theoretical framework:



Ho1: There is no statistical relationship between perceptions of the district’s role
in maintaining a systemic focus among principals of schools that made AYP and
principals of schools that did not make AYP.

Ho2: There is no statistical relationship between perceptions of the district’s role
in maintaining a commitment to instruction among principals of schools that
made AYP and principals of schools that did not make AYP.

Ho3: There is no statistical relationship between perceptions of the district’s role
in the use of data to drive decisions among principals of schools that made AYP
and principals of schools that did not make AYP.

Ho4: There is no statistical relationship between perceptions of the district’s role
in the investment in professional development among principals of schools that
made AYP and principals of schools that did not make AYP.

Ho5: There is no statistical relationship between perceptions of the district’s role
in promoting leadership development among principals of schools that made
AYP and principals of schools that did not make AYP.

Ho6: There is no statistical relationship between perceptions of the district’s role
in the optimal use of human and financial resources among principals of schools
that made AYP and principals of schools that did not make AYP.

Ho7: There is no statistical relationship between perceptions of the district’s role
in the identification of intervention strategies among principals of schools that

made AYP and principals of schools that did not make AYP.
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Definition of Terms

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). “Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) measures
the yearly progress of each of 10 NCLB-defined student groups toward the NCLB goals
of all students being at or above grade level (proficient) in reading and math by the end
of the 2013-2014 school year” (North Carolina No Child Left Behind, 2008, p. 1).
Adequate Yearly Progress is used to determine the annual progress toward achieving
grade level performance goals for each student and each school. Student groups
include: (1) the School as a Whole; (2) White; (3) Black; (4) Hispanic; (5) Native
American; (6) Asian; (7) Multiracial; (8) Economically Disadvantaged Students; (9)
Limited English Proficient Students; and (10) Students with Disabilities (North Carolina
State Board of Education, 2009). If one student group does not meet the proficiency
goal in mathematics or reading/language arts, then the school does not make AYP for
that year, with some exceptions. Table 2 lists the percentage of students at a proficient
level required for schools to meet the 2008-09 AYP requirements (North Carolina No
Child Left Behind, 2008). In addition, the school as a whole must show progress on
other indicators such as attendance rate and graduation cohort rate (North Carolina No
Child Left Behind, 2008).

Central office supervisor. Supervisors currently hold jobs with a varied
assortment of job titles (Wiles & Bondi, 1986), making it unlikely that functions of the
supervisor in district improvement would be adequately captured without an expansion
of search terms beyond central office supervisor. As a result, district and central office

are used synonymously and apply to those positions that serve as a critical link between
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Table 2

North Carolina 2008-2009 Proficiency Target Goals

Grades 3-8 (%) Grade 10 (%)

Year Reading Math Reading Math

2008-09 43.2 77.2 38.5 68.4




the district and the school in continuous improvement efforts (Land, 2002; McLaughlin,
1990).

End-of-Course tests (EOC). End-of-Course Tests (EOC) are aligned to the North
Carolina Standard Course of Study and are used to calculate levels of proficiency for
the individual student and groups of students in a particular school or school systems at
the secondary level. These tests are also used to calculate state accountability in
meeting Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) (see a definition of Adequate Yearly Progress
above) (Understanding the North Carolina End-of-Course Tests, 2007). End-of-Course
tests given in the 2008-09 school year were Algebra |, Algebra Il, Biology, Chemistry,
Civics and Economics, English |, Geometry, Physical Science, Physics, and U.S.
History (North Carolina School Report Cards, 2009). The End-of-Course tests are
taken by students within the final five days of courses on a block schedule and within
the final ten days of courses on a traditional schedule (Understanding the North
Carolina End-of-Course Tests).

End-of-Grade tests (EOG). End-of-Grade (EOG) Tests are curriculum-based
multiple-choice achievement tests at grades 3—8 (North Carolina End-of-Grade Tests,
2007). During the 2008-09 school year, students were tested in the areas of reading
and mathematics (North Carolina School Report Cards, 2009). These tests are aligned
to the North Carolina Standard Course of Study and are used to calculate student
growth and levels of proficiency for the individual student and groups of students in a
particular school or school system. These tests are also used to calculate state

accountability in meeting Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) (see a definition of Adequate
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Yearly Progress above). The End-of-Grade tests are given during the last three weeks
of a school year (North Carolina End-of-Grade Tests).

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). According to the North Carolina
Department of Public Instruction, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001
emphasizes:

standards for teachers and new consequences for Title | schools that do not

meet student achievement standards for two or more consecutive years. The

law's major goal is for every school to be proficient in reading/language arts and
mathematics by 2013-14 as measured by state tests (North Carolina No Child

Left Behind, n. d.).

Student achievement. Throughout this study, student achievement was
referenced. For the purpose of this study, student achievement is defined by results on
End-of-Grade (EOQG) tests for elementary and middle schools and results on End-of-
Course (EOC) tests for high schools, which are the major tests used for determining
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).

Thematic domain. Ultilizing the current research, functions of the central office
essential in increasing student achievement were identified. These functions were
organized by themes. Seven thematic domains were identified, which served as the
theoretical framework for this study.

Significance of Study

District reform has outpaced the research that defines the relationship between
the school and the central office in increasing achievement for all students (Honig &
Copland, 2008). While a review of the research in chapter 2 connects increased
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achievement for all students and the functions of the central office, there is clearly the
need for additional research to further define this relationship (Fullan, 1991; Harris &
Chrispeels, 2006; Honig & Copland; Maclver & Farley-Ripple, 2008).

In addition, Shannon and Bylsma (2004) warn that the fiscal costs of improving
student achievement need to be given careful consideration; however, the social costs
of not improving a district can be even worse. With the new mandates calling for
increased achievement for all students, as well as stakeholder demands for
accountability, information to assist leaders in making informed decisions is critical.
This study is extremely timely as districts go through the process of setting priorities in
order to address the mandates within NCLB with reduced operating budgets.

Assumptions

1. It was assumed that principals participating in the study would be honest and

forthright in responding to statements on the survey.

2. It was assumed that principals participating in the study had some knowledge

of the role of the central office in improving student achievement.
Limitations of the Study
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).

This study relied heavily on Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), which continues to
receive widespread debate, largely due to the narrow focus on test scores (Cavanagh,
2009a; Hargreaves & Shirley, 2008; Lang, 2007; Guzman, 2010). All student
subgroups within a school are expected to meet the target goal for percentage of
students proficient. Proficiency is measured in the areas of mathematics and
reading/language arts (North Carolina No Child Left Behind, n. d.).
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Working Conditions

Other factors within the district and the schools that typically influence working
conditions such as time, atmosphere, school leadership, district leadership, facilities,
resources, and teacher involvement (North Carolina State Board of Education, 2009)
were not taken into account for this study.
Selection Criteria for Participation in Focus Group

Convenience sampling was the method utilized for selecting participants in the
focus group.
Selection Criteria for Participation in the Survey

Participant selection criteria did not include distinguishing factors such as
experience in teaching, longevity in their current position, previous administrative
positions held in the North Carolina Public School System or any other state. Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP) was taken from the 2008-09 school year, which at the time of the
study was the latest available data. The participants for this study were based on 2009-
2010 assignments.
Testing Data

The only student achievement data used for this study were North Carolina End-
of-Grade (EOQG) tests and End-of-Course (EOC) tests, used to measure Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP). Other testing data such as Effectiveness Indexes, EVAAS and
the State Growth Model were not used for selecting participants.
Relevance to Other Districts

The study was limited to one large, urban district. Since the narrative summative
was an analysis from multiple studies, it is hoped that the findings will provide insights
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for other districts. However, each school district has unique characteristics and serves
as a reflection of the community it represents, which should be considered.
Research Organization

Chapter 1 is an introduction including a statement of the problem, the purpose, an
overview of the methodology, and significance of the study. Chapter 2 discusses the
theoretical framework used in the study and the history of supervision, including the
models of supervision that emerged: (1) supervision as inspection, (2) supervision as
social efficiency, (3) democratic supervision, (4) scientific supervision, (5) supervision as
an agent of change, (6) clinical supervision, and (7) supervision as leadership. In
addition, chapter 2 includes current influences and challenges as well as a narrative
synthesis of the emerging research related to the supervisor’s role in district
improvement. The synthesis of the current research forms the theoretical framework for
the study and serves as the foundation for the survey used within the study. Chapter 3
discusses the methodology used within this study. Chapter 4 contains an analysis of
the data, and chapter 5 presents summary statements and recommendations for future

studies.
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter is to review and synthesize the literature and
research related to the support provided by central services for the schools in improving
student achievement. A history of central office supervision is presented first. Current
influences on education are presented next. Finally, a synthesis of research on the role
of the central office services is included. The emerging themes were used to develop
the theoretical framework for the study. Sources utilized in this review were identified
using the search terms: central office, restructuring, district reform, student
achievement, school district, school improvement, supervisor, change, support,
systemic, superintendents, and principals. Two major data bases, Education Research
Complete and ERIC via EBSCO Host, were accessed. In addition, an ancestry
approach was used in which possible sources for inclusion were identified through
reference lists (Rorrer et al., 2008). Current research was incorporated throughout the
study.

Theoretical Framework

An essential component of this study was a synthesis of the research used to
identify thematic domains for a theoretical framework. Essential components from
multiple studies were extracted in order to identify a core of fundamental functions for
the central office considered critical in improving student achievement. Completing this
research required an expansion of search terms beyond central office supervisor.
Supervisors currently hold jobs with a varied assortment of job titles (Glatthorn, 1998;
Wiles & Bondi, 1986). A broad search was utilized to increase the probability that

functions of the supervisor would be adequately captured. The expansion of job titles



for central office supervisors is discussed in more detail in chapter 2 under the section
entitled, Supervision as Leadership. The research of Rorrer et al. (2008) supported this
action and noted that the research to date does not separate the supervisors’ roles but
uses district as a collective term to describe support for the schools from the system
level, including the superintendent.

The synthesis was limited to studies that addressed multiple criteria for district
involvement in school improvement since 2001. Even though NCLB was enacted in
2002, the date of the reauthorization of the Elementary Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) as the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act occurred in 2001, which was the date
selected for this search.

As recommended in a study utilizing a narrative synthesis by Rorrer et al. (2008),
mapping available evidence is consistent with this methodology and allows a process
for tracking sources. Thus, this search yielded fifty-four (N=54) sources, including 7
research briefs (N=7), 20 studies that were considered empirical research (N=20), 20
studies that were expert opinions (N=20), and 7 articles that were a general review of
the research (N=7) (see Appendix C: Sources of Thematic Domains for Central Office
Functions). From the synthesis, functions of the central office essential for improving
achievement for all students were identified. These functions were grouped into seven
thematic domains, which served as the theoretical framework for this study (see Figure
1, Theoretical framework for functions of the central office in improving student
achievement). These domains included; systemic focus, commitment to instruction, use
of data to drive decisions, investment in professional development, leadership

development, optimal use of human and financial resources, and identification of



intervention strategies. While the functions are presented separately, there is
considerable overlap, which is a reflection of the research (English, 2009; Fullan &
Levin, 2009; Snipes, Doolittle, & Herlihy, 2002). In the section, Emerging Research,
these seven functions are presented with additional explanations and detail.

History of Supervision

Sergiovianni (1982) stressed that to understand past failures, it is critical to
review the influencing factors from a historical perspective. Supervision has been
shaped by many factors unique to American education and reflective of social
movements and values of a particular era. As values have shifted, so have all facets of
education, including teaching and supervision (Alfonso, Firth, & Neville, 1975; Clark,
1975; Glanz, 1998; Karier, 1982). Even with these shifts, many practices have survived
from one era to the next, supporting the importance of having knowledge of the history
in understanding current practice and ideology (Sergiovianni, 1982).

It is no accident, for example, that schools throughout the states and territories of
the United States share a remarkable resemblance in organization and structure. The
requirements of accrediting agencies and state education departments for program and
licensing approval, for example, provide certain uniformity in thought and practice about
education in general and teaching and supervision in particular that overrides any
diversity assumed by the public commitment to state and local control. This uniformity
occurs in reaction to certain societal forces and expectations. Standards and practices
are ideologies that reflect the pressures dominant in our society. To understand fully
present practice in supervision, therefore, historical analysis is necessary (Sergiovianni,
1982, p. 1).
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In this body of research, three sources were identified that provided tables in
which the changing models of supervision or administration were compared over a
specific timeframe. Wiles and Bondi (1986) provided a table which listed the periods in
which the different models of supervision were utilized, beginning with the nineteenth
century and ending in the 1980s. Alfonso et al. (1975) expanded this information in a
similar table, which included the history through the 1970s. In a table presented by
Alfonso et al., models from each era were identified, as well as the predominant practice
and supervisory personnel responsible for the practice. Pajak (1993) provided a table
depicting the concepts of educational leadership beginning in 1940 and ending in 1990.
This table listed the models, the years in which the models were utilized, the mission of
each model, the methods and the guiding principles.

As a result of this body of research, a comparison table was also developed,
which expanded upon the work of these earlier studies, to assist in identifying changing
supervisory models throughout the history of education (see Figure 2: Shifting Models of
Educational Supervision). The intent of this table is to identify the supervisory models
from the 1800s through 1990, the defining characteristics, the influencing events and
the influencing trends. Not only does this information assist the reader in identifying the
shifting models, but it also documents the internal and external events that influenced

the outgrowth of each model.
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Timeframe Supervision Defining Characteristics Influencing Influencing
Model Events Trends and Issues
Prior to Laissez-Faire Concerned with hiring 1642 Massachusetts Bay Law Settlement of Colonies
1830 1647 Deluder Satan Act
1830-1900 Inspection by Lay Focus on facilities and equipment 1861-1865 Civil War Common '
Committees Focus on performance of teachers 1870 Department of Superintendence School :
________ e p _e_c_tic;ﬁ_b_);_"_"_ Alé[horit_ative 1896 Plessy vs. Ferguson Movement Industr_ial
Administration oercion : Expa.nspn
Subordination + Urbanization
Standardization 1892 Rice Report on Education Scientific i _ Immigration
1900-1930 Social Efficiency Conformity 1914-1919 World War | Management Bureaucratization
Regimentation 1921 National Conference of '
Effectiveness Supervisors and Directors of :
Economy Instruction
Business Involvement 1929 Great Depression :
1930-1960 | Democratic | Scientific Democratic Democratic 1929 Department of Supervisors and Progressive ! Civil Rights
Supervision  Supervision | Cooperation Scientific Directors of Instruction, name changed from Movement | Movement
Human Relations Methods National Conference of Supervisors and
: Emotional Science Directors Human :
Development of Instruction Relations
1 1941-1945 World War Il Movement !
: 1943 Department of Supervision and |
Curriculum
: 1946 Changed Name to Association of :
Supervision and Curriculum
' 1954 Brown vs. Topeka Board of '
: Education o
1960-1970 Change Agent Reform 1957 Sputnik
Innovation 1958 National Defense
________________________________________ Accelerated Change Education Act Federal Involvement
1970-1980 Clinical Supervision Collegiality 1963 Vocational Education Act
Collaboration 1964 Civil Rights Act
Ethical conduct 1965 Elementary and
Secondary Education Act
1966 Coleman Report
1967 Teachers Unionized
1980-1990 | Supervision as Leadership Business Involvement 1983 A Nation at Risk Published Excellence Movement

Leadership
Corporate

Effective Schools Movement

Note. Double Line-Point of Change; Broken Line — Overlapping Periods or Concepts; No Line — No Change.

Figure 2. Shifting models of educational supervision.




Supervision as Inspection

The first reference to supervision was in the eighteenth century in Boston
(Alfonso et al., 1975). Prior to the eighteenth century, legislation such as the
Massachusetts Bay Law of 1642 and the Deluder Satan Act of 1647 signified the high
priority placed on education (Alfonso et al.). These laws established the first steps
toward compulsory attendance, holding parents accountable for the education of their
children. In historical accounts, tremendous emphasis was placed on the selection of
teachers with certain religious and moral qualities. Reference was made to local
leaders of the town visiting the school, but no reference was made to the inspecting of
teachers’ instructional methods (Barr, Burton, & Brueckner, 1947).

Between 1830 and 1850, the Common School Movement led by Horace Mann in
Massachusetts emerged as the first state educational system (Karier, 1982). The
purpose of the Common School was to ensure the teaching of common values of
society. This Movement, initiated by increased focus on nationalism, and as a result of
concerns over the economy resulting from immigration and industrialization, extended
state authority within the schools. Reformers encouraged a more bureaucratic
educational system in order to increase efficiency, standardize the curriculum, and
control teacher behavior (Karier). Increasingly, control of the school was vested in local
civic and religious leaders and committees of citizens with the authority to visit and
inspect schools (Alfonso et al., 1975; Barr et al., 1947; Karier; Lucio & McNeil, 1962).
By the end of the Civil War, America had greatly extended state authority in education.
The second half of the nineteenth century was characterized by industrial expansion,

economic growth, and bureaucratization. Every aspect of society was affected including
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the schools (Alfonso et al.; Barr et al.; Karier; Lucio & McNeil). By the last quarter of the
nineteenth century, the schools had become more bureaucratic and the responsibility
for supervision was gradually shifted to board-appointed employees (Alfonso et al